Each purchase decision is most likely to be a risky decision. Woodside and DeLozier (1976) proposed that consumer purchase-related behaviors correspond to the perceived level of risk in the purchase. Therefore, understanding consumer's perceived purchase risk is paramount for marketers -especially marketers of high risk products. This study intends to develop a valid and reliable instrument in measuring consumer's perceived purchase risk using the concept of perceived risk by Peter and Ryan (1976) 8.51 Full Version (Jőreskog and Sőrbom, 2001) as software used for the analysis. The result of this study is that all instrument used in the study have good nomological validity. However, some item were found to be not valid in at least one purchase context, thus was excluded from the measurement model. The newly developed instrument has better convergent validity, even though with slightly weaker concurrent validity than existing instrument.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The construct of perceived risk has several fundamental differences with the construct of consumer satisfaction, which have been more commonly used in market surveys and included in purchase decision-making models. Although both can be regarded as a factor influencing consumer purchasing decisions, the construct of consumer satisfaction is the result of cognitive and affective evaluation of the consumers towards their past experience of a certain purchase (Dube-Rioux, 1990 ). On the other hand, the construct of risk perception is basically a consumer expectation of a future purchase not yet experienced (Ha, 2002) . Therefore, the construct of perceived risk can be used to predict purchase decisions for consumers who have never purchased a product (initial purchase) as well as consumers with prior experience of purchasing the product (repeat purchase), while customer satisfaction can not be used to predict the initial purchase of potential buyer. Thus, the construct of risk perception would be very beneficial for manufacturers who want to launch a new product and need information on the potential purchase of a target market that has never had the experience of buying a similar product. Existing measurement instruments for Perceived Purchase Risk are generally composed of a number of questions that directly ask the overall perceived risk perception prospective buyers, although there has been some instruments that measures more than one dimension of risk perception (Jacoby and Kaplan, 1972) . However, these measurements tend to be done with the limited theoretical assessment process and only measures perceptions as a unidimensional construct (Dowling, 1985; Tan, 1999 , Corbitt, 2003 Tiangsoongnern, 2007) . Meanwhile, only few recent studies uses multidimensional approach by doing the operational definition of constructs based on the findings of Jacoby and Kaplan (1972) to identify the dimensions of Perceived Purchase Risk (Chang and Chen, 2008; Kim, Kim and Hwang, 2009 ). Jacoby and Kaplan (1976) identified at least six dimensions of consumers' perceived purchase risk. Their finding has been confirmed by the findings of other researchers, thus obtained the following six dimensions of risk (Jacoby and Kaplan, 1976; Laroche et al., 2004; Chang and Chen, 2008; Kim, Kim and Hwang, 2009 ): 1. Performance Risk: Consumer perceptions of risks that the functional attributes of the product can not satisfy their needs. 2. Financial Risk: Consumer perceptions of risks that the purchase of the product will cause financial losses. 3. Physical Risk: Consumer perceptions of risks that the product purchased can injure their physical wellbeing. 4. Convenience Risk: Consumer perceptions of risks that the product purchased takes a lot of time and effort to repair and adjust before it can be used. 5. Social Risk: Consumer perceptions of risks that the product purchased may adversely affect the views of others towards them.
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A Monthly Double-Blind Peer Reviewed Refereed Open Access International e-Journal -Included in the International Serial Directories www.ijrcm.org.in 42 6. Psychological Risk: Consumer perceptions of risks that the product purchased will interfere with their view of themselves. Each dimension of Perceived Purchase Risk may have different significance for different products or purchase context. For example, the perception of physical risk is more dominant than the social and financial risk in the purchase of over the counter medicinal products, while social risk perception is more dominant than physical and financial risks in the purchase of fashion products (Jacoby and Kaplan, 1976) . In certain purchase situation, some risk dimensions may not be needed to be measured. This is because each dimension is product-specific and independent among each other (Laroche et al, 2004) . Focused Group Discussions conducted to explore the purchase decision in the context of laptops, netbooks and smartphones purchase discovered that prospective buyers does not place much importance in the dimension of physical risk as the products are perceived to have less impact on physical safety (Fuziah et al., 2010; Pratama et al., 2010) . Meanwhile, the dimensions of Psychological and Social Risk can be combined into a single dimension as the Psycho-Social Risk dimension (Gewald et al, 2006) . Thus, four dimensions identified above are included in this research as sub-factors for the construct of Perceived Purchase Risk. Various measurement approaches have been used by in previous researches, thus selecting the measurement approach used in the study is also an important decision. Peter and Ryan (1976) developed the concept of expected utility of Bernoulli (1938) to formulate the concept of risk. He defines risk as a function of multiplying the probability of occurrence of an event with undesirable consequences to the expected magnitude of the undesirable consequence, thus obtained the following equation: PR = Σ (PLi * ECi)
(1) PR = Perceived Risk PL = Probability of Loss EC = Expected Consequence i = Risk Dimension Based on the above formula, a prospective buyer will perceive that there is a substantial risk only if: (1) there is a great likelihood that losses will occur, and (2) the consequences of these losses are perceived important by prospective buyers. Conversely, if at least one component is perceived as insubstantial, then the Purchase Risk will also be perceived by the potential buyers as insubstantial. This formulation of risk concept can be considered as more comprehensive in explaining the perception and behavior of buyers than the concept of risk perception that only considered the perceived probability of loss without taking into account the level of the subjective importance of the consequences of a loss. Therefore, measurement approach of risk perception using two components of risk -probability perceptions and expectations of the consequences-should be more valid in measuring risk perceptions and explain the behavior of potential buyers. However, no research using this approach to measure perceptions of risk have been observed. Therefore, this research is interested in developing the measurement of Perceived Purchase Risk based on the approach by Peter and Ryan (1976) and comparing it with measurements based on the approach that has been used previously.
Newly developed instruments should be tested first for its validity before it can be used in practical applications such as market surveys. The validation test consists of construct, convergent and concurrent validity (Anastasi and Urbina, 1997; Domino and Domino, 2006) . Meanwhile, the purchase contexts selected for the validation is the purchase context of technological items or gadgets, such as: laptops, netbooks, and smartphones. The purchase context selection is based the characteristic of the product category in which technological products have a lot of product variety, with new products introduced regularly and rapidly, and usually is quite expensive. Thus, purchase decision for technological items, such as netbooks and smartphones, can be considered as risky decisions in which Perceived Purchase Risk may play a significant role in the purchase decision. In order to develop valid measurement for Perceived Purchase Risk for all contexts of products and purchases, it is necessary to test the validity of the instrument in more than one the contexts of different products. Therefore, two product contexts were selected for the validation, which are Netbook and Smartphones. Thus, the in order to be considered valid, the items would have to be valid in both product contexts. Accordingly, based on the literature reviews above, the following measurement model of Perceived Purchase Risk was obtained: 
RESEARCH METHOD
The validity of an instrument can be seen by more than one approach. The first approach to validity is the content validity, which sees the validity of an instrument as whether the instrument covered sufficient dimensions of the construct to be measured. Two components of content validity are the representativeness and relevance of the measurement instrument's contents. The second approach to validity is the construct validity, in which the validity of an instrument in seen as whether the results obtained from the tested instrument corresponds with the pattern of a particular theory about the construct intended to be measured (Domino and Domino, 2006) . One method commonly used in analyzing this type of validity is by using a statistical method called confirmatory factor analysis. This method tests whether the data obtained from measurements can support the model developed from the theory of the construct to be measured (Chadha, 2009) . The third approach is the convergent validity, in which the validity of an instrument is seen as the correlation between the measurement results of an instrument with other instrument that measures the same construct and has passed the validity test (Chadha, 2009) . The assumption underlying the validity of this is that if an instrument truly measures a certain construct, then the measurement results should be consistent with the results of tested instruments that measure the same construct. While the fourth approach of validity is the criterion validity, which sees the validity of an instrument as the correlation between its result to the measurement result of other instruments which measure different constructs, but in theory corresponds to the construct intended to be measured (Anastasi and Urbina, 1997) . If the result of the corresponding instruments is obtained simultaneously, then the validity is called concurrent validity. Data collection process yields 159 respondents for Smartphone purchase and 141 respondents for Netbook purchase. Data was collected from undergraduate students, with an age range between 19 and 23 and monthly expenditures between Rp.500.000 and Rp.1.000.000. Gender proportion between respondents of Smartphone is 36% male and 64% female, while proportion for Netbook is 44% males and 56% females. Ownership proportion between respondents of Smartphone is 58% owners and 42% non-owners, while proportion for Netbook is 73% owners and 27% non-owners. Purchase Intention was selected as validation construct for testing concurrent validity of Unidimensional and Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk instrument. Selection is based on the results of previous studies which concluded that significant relationship exists between risk perceptions and purchasing decisions (Weber and Milliman, 1997; Chuang and Lin, 2007; Simonson, 1992; Anderson, 2003) . Purchase Intention is defined as the propensity of consumers to buy a particular item. In the context of a planned purchase, purchase intention is the result of consumer evaluation of the elements of consideration, whether is favorable and unfavorable towards the purchase. The following is a summary of the operational definition of the measurement variables used in this study: Consumer perceptions of the probability of occurrences of events that can harm them as a result of purchasing a particular product.
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X1 -X7
Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk (27 item)
Performance Risk
Consumer perception of risks that the functional attributes of the product can not satisfy their needs.
X8 -X14 Financial Risk
Consumer perception of risks that the purchase of the product will cause financial losses.
X15-X20
Convenience Risk
Consumer perception of risks that the product purchased takes a lot of time and effort to repair and adjust before it can be used.
X21-X26
Psychosocial Risk
Consumer perceptions of risks that the product purchased can interfere with their own view of themselves or negatively affect how others viewed them.
X27-X34
Purchase Intention (5 item) n.a. The propensity of consumers to buy a certain product.
X35-X39
Note: item contents is shown in the Appendix Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used in this study to test the hypotheses and answering the research questions. This CFA is a multivariate statistical method that aims to deductively test the existence of certain structures or intercorrelated patterns between variables in a set of data, based on certain hypotheses set prior to the testing. The hypothesis tested might be obtained from existing models and theories. 'LISREL 8:51 for WINDOWS Full Version' (Jőreskog and Sőrbom, 2001) software was used to run the confirmatory factor analysis. The first step of validation analysis is to see whether the measurement model is acceptable. This is proven when there are significant differences between the correlations matrix obtained from the data and the correlations matrix based on the model specification. If there is no significant difference, then it can be concluded that the measurement model is acceptable or the model is fit. The difference is tested using the statistical significance of chi-square with alpha 5%. If the p-value of the chi-square statistics is above 00:05, then it can be concluded that the measurement model is acceptable. The second step is to see whether there are items that are not valid in measuring the construct being measured. An item can be considered valid only if it has factor loading with t-values greater than +1.96 or lesser than -1.96. However, since all items used in the questionnaire are favorable items, the range of t-values accepted are limited only to t-value above 1.96. Items that are found to be not valid will be excluded from the measurement model to obtain the measurement set that is completely valid. Researchers also see and compare the quality of items from each construct by calculating the reliability and extent of crossloading for each item. The third step is testing the concurrent and convergent validity of the instrument by looking at the correlations between constructs and between instruments of the same construct. The instrument is considered to have good convergent validity if it has significant correlation to the measurements of other instrument that measures the same construct. While the instrument is considered to have good concurrent validity if it has significant correlation to the measurements of other instruments that measure constructs that theoretically are correlated to the constructs measured by instruments like the first. Each step of the validity analysis will also compare the validity of items between Smartphone and Netbook purchase context. The purpose of this comparison is to determine whether the validity of each item is consistent across both product contexts. Items will only be considered valid for general use in the context of technological goods purchase if it consistently qualifies in both purchase contexts.
RESULT AND DISCUSSION
The initial test for the Unidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk construct did not yield measurement models with a good fit. Model testing for Netbook purchase yields chi-square value of 64.12, while Smartphone purchase yields chi-square value of 126.96 with degree of freedom (df) for both contexts is 14. Testing the significance of chi-square value yields p-value of under 0.05, which means that the model was rejected because significant differences exists between the correlation matrix obtained from the data with the correlation matrix specified from the model. The initial testing also yields t-values for each item factor loading as well as modification index, a set of recommendations for additional specification for error covariances between item errors. Modifications were performed by removing non-valid items and adding several error covariances according to the modification index. Since the objective is to obtain items valid in both purchase context, two items -PRD and PRE-were eliminated from both contexts because they were considered non valid in the Netbook purchase context. Item loadings and t-values from the initial model testing are shown in Table 2 , while item contents are shown in the Appendix.
Testing the modified measurement model yields chi-square value of 5.80 with degree of freedom of 4 for Netbook purchase and chi-square value of 14.57 with degree of freedom of 10 for Smartphone purchase. Thus, the model yields p-values of 0.214 and 0.148 for the context of Netbook and Smartphone purchases respectively. Therefore, the modified measurement model for both contexts was accepted. The second measurement instrument tested was the construct validity of the Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk, which divided Perceived Purchase Risk into four risk dimensions. The test was conducted by using 2 nd order Confirmatory Factor Analysis in order to test the construct's multidimensionality as well as the construct validity of the measurement. The initial test for the Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk construct did not yield measurement models with a good fit. Model testing generated chisquare value of 612.63 for Netbook purchase and 733.19 for Smartphone purchase, with degree of freedom for both contexts are 320. Testing the significance of chi-square value yields p-value of under 0.05, which means that the model was rejected. Modifications were performed by removing non-valid items and adding several error covariances according to the modification index. Testing both modified measurement models yields chi-square value of 113.78 with degree of freedom of 94 for Netbook purchase and chi-square value of 180.21 with degree of freedom of 157 for Smartphone purchase. Thus, the test obtained p-values of 0.08 and 0.09 for the context of Netbook and Smartphone purchases, respectively. Since both measurement model yields p-values greater than 0.05, therefore the modified measurement model for both contexts was accepted. The 2 nd order Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk construct yields validity index for dimensions as well as indicators. The secondary hypotheses tested from the construct of Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk is whether the validity of the four dimensions proposed in the model and the validity of each item of measurement is consistent in both product context. Based on this analysis, all four dimensions in the Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risks are considered valid for both purchase contexts. Loading factors and t-values for each dimension are shown below in Table 3 . One indicator for Performance Risk dimension, PR4, was found to be not significant for both purchase contexts while three other items, PR5, PR6 and PR7, were invalidated in the Netbook purchase context. Thus, all four items must be excluded from the final measurement model. The standardized loading factor, standard error and t-values for Performance Risk measurements are shown in Table 4 while the content for each item are shown in the Appendix. One indicator for Convenience Risk dimension, CR6, was found to be not significant for both purchase contexts while one other item, CR5, was invalidated in the Netbook purchase context. Thus, both items must be excluded from the final measurement model. The standardized loading factor, standard error and t-values for Convenience Risk measurements are shown in Table 6 while the content for each item are shown in the Appendix. Two indicators for Psychosocial Risk dimension, SR1 and SR2, were found to be not significant for both purchase contexts. Thus, both items must be excluded from the final measurement model. The standardized loading factor, standard error and t-values for Psychosocial Risk measurements are shown in Table 7 while the content for each item are shown in the Appendix. Source: Data Processing The last two measurement validity examined is the convergent and concurrent validity of the instrument. Convergent validity was measured by examining the correlation between scores from the newly developed instrument with scores from existing instrument that measures the same construct, while concurrent validity was measured by looking at the correlation between scores from the newly developed instrument with scores from existing instrument that measured a theoretically-related construct. The correlations between the measurements scores was obtained from the standardized path coefficient between two constructs when processed in pairs while correlation significance was obtained from the t-value of the path between each pair (Hair et al., 2009) . Result from correlating both Unidimensional and Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk measurement scores indicated that both measurement have significant positive correlation for both purchase contexts (r=0.75, t=5.50 for Smartphone; r=0.74, t=5.63 for Netbook). This means that the newly developed measurement instrument has good convergent validity. Result from correlating Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk with Purchase Intention measurement scores indicate that both measurement have significant negative correlation for both purchase contexts (r=-0.28, t=-2.83 for Smartphone; r=-0.19, t=-2.02 for Netbook). In contrast, result from correlating Unidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk with Purchase Intention measurement scores indicate that both measurement have stronger significant negative correlation for both purchase contexts (r=-0.33, t=-3.53 for Smartphone; r=-0.40, t=-4.12 for Netbook). Both construct have significant negative correlations, which is consistent with existing theories that greater perceived risk increases the likelihood of a prospective buyer to postpone or cancel the purchase (Simonson, 1992; Anderson, 2003) . This means that the newly developed measurement instrument also has good concurrent validity. However, it seems that the existing Unidimensional measurement still has greater concurrent validity than the newly developed measurement. Then again, this shortcoming is offset by more detailed information provided by the newly developed instrument. The complete score correlations results for both purchase contexts are shown in Table 9 below. 
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CONCLUSIONS
There are four conclusions drawn from the result of this study. First, each measurement model for all constructs was tested significant in both the purchase contexts. Therefore, it can be concluded that all the instruments have good construct validity. Recapitulation of the fitness measurement for all three instruments on both purchase contexts are shown in table 10 below. Second, some items in both the Unidimensional and Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk measurement were invalidated in one or both purchase context. Invalidated items can not be used in the measurement and must be removed from the instrument. Only significant items can be included in the measurement for future use. Third, the newly developed Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk measurement has good convergent and concurrent validity. Thus, the measurement can be considered to be ready for practical use within the purchase context of technological gadgets such as Smartphones and Netbooks. The instrument can be utilized by manufacturers and marketers of technology products in market surveys to map psychographic consumer segments of potential markets. This instrument can be used to measure the risk perceptions of consumers towards the purchase of existing products on the market and also new products about to be launched by the manufacturers. Fourth, although the newly developed Multidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk instrument has weaker concurrent validity than the Unidimensional Perceived Purchase Risk instrument developed by Corbitt et al. (2003) , the new instrument provide more comprehensive information. Apart from the level of risk perceived by the consumer purchases, the new instrument may also provide more detailed information to identify aspects which are considered high risk by a segment of consumers targeted by the marketer. Identifying risk factor as perceived as high risk by consumer is important since the likelihood of a prospective purchaser to seek additional information will be higher when faced with purchasing decisions perceived to have a higher risk (Cox, 1967; Capon and Burke, 1977; Locander and Hermann, 1979; Lutz and Reilly, 1973) . Information sought by prospective buyers will be the information that may alleviate the risk they perceive. Meanwhile, the likelihood of a prospective buyer to postpone or cancel the purchase will be even greater if he can not find the information he sought. Therefore, marketers can use the information obtained from this instrument to develop the best communication strategies to reduce the perceived purchase risk by prospective buyers. Anybody can submit the soft copy of his/her manuscript anytime in M.S. Word format after preparing the same as per our submission guidelines duly available on our website under the heading guidelines for submission, at the email addresses: infoijrcm@gmail.com or info@ijrcm.org.in. I hereby affirm that the contents of this manuscript are original. Furthermore, it has neither been published elsewhere in any language fully or partly, nor is it under review for publication elsewhere.
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